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In Pursuit of Loneliness, author Philip Slater (1976) describes the typical fashion in which Americans have gone about confronting and responding to change on an individual basis without reference to the experience of others, without awareness of the past or insight into long-range implications. Unfortunately, faculty development practitioners have been accused of this same failure to study and develop a theoretical basis for action. A new idea for improving college or university teaching is sparked. The idea materializes into an event and two years later, no one has ever heard of it. The idea re-emerges, is tried again, and vanishes into the dark. This paper is an attempt to capture some of those ideas that have been tried in a variety of institutional settings as well as some of the principles that have guided practitioners in the planning, implementation, and evaluation of faculty development programs. Lindquist (1978) , in a collection of essays by faculty development leaders, delineates those areas to which consideration must be given in program planning and implementation: purpose, structure, staffmg, activities, financing and evaluation. Jaggard (1977) (see Appendix A) provides a somewhat more expansive list of areas for consideration in her simulation of the planning procedure. Taken together, these two sources suggest a clear road map to be followed in the initial planning stages for the new staff development program. In this paper, I will briefly present the crucial questions that planners need to consider, suggest a few principles to guide planning decisions, and comment on my own experiences as related to these issues. The end product of this planning process will be a program characterized by what Nelsen (1983) describes as the ingredients of better programs-quality, social and intellectual community among faculty, cooperation, institutional loyalty, and intellectual and moral leadership.
Who Should be Involved in Program Plo.nning? Somewhere the idea of faculty development activity arises. The president hears about it at a conference and urges its adoption. The Faculty Senate asks for it to offset mandatory evaluation procedures. Deans seize upon it as a way to improve programs within their various areas. Whatever the source of the idea, an initial question is who should be involved in planning and initiating activities? It would seem that those populations to be served should carry central responsibility in this area. Toomus (1983) claims that many faculty development programs have failed because they were initiated by administration rather than in response to faculty needs. Two personal experiences serve to underline this position. In 1972, a dean at the University of Massachusetts procured a large grant to begin faculty development activities for the university. Although the particular model he created was a strong. viable, and pervasive one, his program was never widely accepted among faculty members and has long since vanished. At Murray State University, planning for faculty development was handled by a ten-member committee appointed by the deans at the request of the president. In the first year and a half of operations over 20 percent of the university faculty took advantage of program services and five years later a Teaching and Learning Center continues to thrive in the midst of substantial budget cuts. The difference may be due-et least in partto the composition of the planning body. Seldin (1980) reminds planners that faculty involvement and the support of campus influentials are essential to the acceptance of evaluation and improvement systems.
What is the Purpose of the Proposed Program?
Once the planning body is composed, the initial question becomes one of purpose. What should be the guiding purpose of the faculty development 28 Starting a Faculty Development Program program? This question can be answered through visitations to existing programs on other campuses, interviews with faculty colleagues, and an examination of institutional mission. The purpose must be clearly communicated to faculty and administration. Distinctions will need to be drawn between improvement and personnel evaluation in such a way as to allow no hidden agendas.
How WiU the Proposed Program Affect Desired Changes? According to Lance Buhl (Lindquist, 1978) the next concern of the planning group should be the process of change. By formulating a clear model of the change process, program leaders may later demonstrate intentionality of the changes produced. Buhl suggests that three questions need to be answered:
1. What conditions will this program seek to produce? 2. What do you believe about the ways in which such changes can be brought about? 3. What assumptions underlie the purposes of your program?
In order to initiate thinking about this complex but crucial issue, a consensus activity was developed concerning those assumptions that can be made about instructional or faculty development (see Appendix B). The planning group, upon completion of this exercise, can identify a number of important steps in the change process similar to those described by Havelock (1972) : The identification of a felt need by faculty members, the diagnosis of the problem through data collections, the exploration of possible solutions, the selection and implementation of the desired solution, and the evaluation of success. Program activities that furthered the various stages of this cycle were seen as primary ingredients for the faculty development program. Lindquist, however, offers one word of caution at this stage. "It is wise to remain flexible and get underway even as you work to clarify a model (p. 272) ..
Who Should Participate? The next step in the planning process is a consideration of who is the intended audience for the program. Chet Case offers a suggestion that has proved useful in my work: "Think big but start small·· (Lindquist, 1978, p. 154) . There is a need to confront reality: chances for effecting wide-spread change are slim given the constraints wtder which college faculty work-limited time, unlimited demands, cultural nonns, weak evaluation systems. Whatever population is served, participation should remain volwttary and confidential as long as improvement-t"ather than personnel decisionmaking-is the program purpose.
At the same time that participants are encouraged from among the key population to be served, one should be giving some attention to related populations. Administrators need to be informed, surveyed, and encouraged to participate. Student leaders need to be contacted and students involved in supporting change efforts. Participation may increase as larger units within the institution come to recognize the need for and efforts of the faculty development program.
How do We Determine the Needs of Our Constituency? Prior to selecting program activities, planners should conduct some form of needs assessment. At one level, planners may wish to assess the readiness of the institution and the faculty for faculty development activities through a series of action research questions such as the following suggested by Case, Buhl, and Lindquist (Lindquist, 1978 Second, faculty interests and needs should be considered to derive useful objectives and program activities. Three approaches to needs assessment are worth considering. In the '"naturalistic" process, we 30 asswne that individuals know what they need and are ready to ask for it. A call for self-designed projects or growth plans might indicate key areas of need. A more widely used approach is that of the survey in which respondents are asked to indicate preferred activities. The problem with this approach is that preference does not indicate willingness to participate! A third approach, the "deductive .. process, involves a comparison of the ideal of the institution to the real, of what should be to what is. Needs are revealed as discrepancies between the two (Bland and Froberg, 1982) . Further deductions may be made from theories concerning the developmental patterns of adults or organizational functioning. Toombs (1983) again cites the failure of faculty development programs to assist faculty where they really needed help as an obstacle to the institutionalization of such programs.
What Goals and Objectives Should We Pursue? Once the data are in, the planning group is ready to formulate those goals and objectives that will guide the choice of actual program content. Goal statements should reflect institutional, departmental, and individual concerns. Finally, objectives should indicate the criteria to be used in determining success or failure of the program. Goal statements might also be derived from a consideration of literature in the field and attendance at national conferences on the topic. At Murray State University, the planning group worked directly from the consensus exercise mentioned earlier and results of a need survey and interviews with faculty.
What Institutional Structure WiU Best Encourage Success? At the same time at which several of the preceding questions are being discussed, the location of the faculty development program within the structure of the institution should be considered. Several principles seem important in this phase of the design process. These principles apply whether the program is campus wide or limited to one unit on campus. First, the more ownership perceived by the audience for the program services, the greater the chance of success. Second, fonnal program status is essential if the activities undertaken are to be fully coordinated, sequenced, and followed through. A director of programming is needed, although this position can be part time. Third, the program should be located in a staff, not a line position. The confidentiality of services offered and the necessity for building trust among 31 clientele demands that the faculty development function rests outside of the decision making channel. Finally, the program should be located high enough in the administrative structure of the unit to be seen as supported by influential administration and legitimate in tenns of goals of the institution or unit.
Several examples from my own experience may serve to point out the pitfalls in alternate structures. At one university, the faculty development program grew out of a grant in the School of Education. When moved into the campus structure, the "educationese" image remained with it. In addition, the location of the center under the assistant provost was not sufficiently high in the administrative structure for the center to survive the attacks of the deans in times of tight money. The battle cry-.. if you really want to improve teaching, give faculty members more money"-knelled the death of a special program without a strong defender. At another university, the faculty development program reports directly to the academic vice-president as do library services, the academic advising center, and the deans of the various colleges. During initial planning and implementation stages, the center reported directly to the President of the university under the jurisdiction of a faculty board. Once fully underway, the board shifted to an advisory function and the Center was relocated under the office of the academic vice-president. At a third institution, an associate dean was hired to lead the instructional development efforts. He set himself apart from faculty, us and them. Programmatic efforts were blocked by faculty and chairmen, the associate dean was fired and the office was closed. Balancing faculty ownership with administrative support is crucial in locating the program within the institution.
What Activities ShaU the Program Provide? Plans have been carefully laid for the initiation and nurturing of the new staff development program. Now the decisions with which most of us wanted to begin-program activities. What will the program do? Previous decisions provide the groundwork for program plans; however, several other principles may assist staff members and planners in selecting from among available options. A small well-planned set of initial services built directly from goals and needs will provide a strong beginning for later expansion. Balance breadth and depth, balance Lindquist (1978) as essential characteristics of a staff development person. The surprising aspect of these lists is the omission of a particular area of content expertise. Interpersonal communication skills and flexibility are more essential than expertise in testing or measurement, years of teaching experience, or a degree in educational psychology. The faculty development staff person needs to be a generalist, even a dilettante, interested in a wide variety of issues, topics, and ideas. The ability to listen closely, to plan collaboratively, and to seek creative solutions complements almost any discipline preparation. However, the majority of staff at present seems to come from English, education, psychology, and speech communication. Very few doctoral programs specialize in the teaching of professionals in staff development, although in-service training events are available each year through the Professional and Organization Development Network, American Society of Training and Development and National Training Laboratory. Supplement these efforts with traditional infonnation dissemination strategies: a newsletter, campus publications, radio, campus television spots, posters, presentations, phone calls. However, the personal contact, even in conjunction with these latter, seems to procure the best results.
As for incentives for participation, both intrinsic and extrinsic rewards should be considered. The literature on faculty motivation is mixed-some studies suggesting only that money motivates while others suggesting personal satisfaction as the key. The faculty development staff person should be responsible for seeking out links with the reward structure of the institution. Growth contracting, letters of achievement, documentation of participation are possible methods for contributing to the professional advancement of the faculty participant. Second, the staff person should find out what is rewarding to those faculty members with whom he or she is working. Sometimes for a good listener, a pat on the back for a job well done, a special word to a superior, are all the incentives needed.
A number of strategies have been tried to increase faculty participation. Program leaders can invite participants from each academic unit. At one university, the faculty development committee held an afternoon round table and invited influential guests. These faculty members were asked to react to the program plans that had been tnade and suggest revisions or expansions. Growth contracting provides another method for increasing participation. In this procedure, each faculty member designs a .. growth'' project for the year which may or may not include assistance from the faculty development office (Gordon College, 1979) . Finally, new programs can identify and involve faculty leaders. During our first semester of operation at both the University of Massachusetts and Murray State University, I asked key 36 leaders to participate in the experimental implementation of program activities. We stressed the invaluable assistance that they could offer to us in tenns of program weaknesses and strengths. This cadre of leaders-if pleased with program outcomes-may serve as an important liaison with other faculty members within their own spheres of influence.
No matter which strategy is employed, two ingredients will determine, above all else, the extent and nature of faculty participation. First, services offered must be of the highest value and quality possible. If faculty members are satisfied with the services acquired, if they perceive both immediate and long-tenn change as possible and desirable, if problems identified and solved are of crucial importance to the personal or professional well-being of the faculty member, word will spread. A satisfied participant is the best publicity possible for a growing program.
Second, faculty development personnel need to be involved in an infonned about all aspects of faculty life. Lindquist advises us to '-ride the circuit" to keep in touch with institutional issues and pervasive feelings. Service on departmental, college, and university committees, major undergraduate teaching responsibilities, activity in faculty governance systems by program staff indicates the 'faculty" nature of the operation. On campus where the chasm between "us" and ''them" is wide, the program staff needs to clearly be viewed as faculty in nature and orientation if their primary service is to be to faculty.
How Do We Evaluate Our Accomplishments? One major planning area remains to be discussed-program evaluation. Unfortunately, faculty development practitioners have paid too little attention to this area until recently. In our rush to provide services in areas of need, we have neglected to document what we have done (Menges, 1981, Hoyt and Howard, 1977) . As a result, much has been lost of our early experiences. Programs have disappeared, unable to demonstrate effectiveness or persuade administrators of crucial need for services.
Evaluation begins before the Center opens its doors. What are the outcomes expected? What will you take as evidence of the achievementofthatoutcome?Whatdatawilladministratorsneedtodetennine funding levels? The purpose of evaluation is to emphasize what is being done, critique it, and improve it.
Both fonnative and smnmative procedures are essential to the development of a quality program (O'Connell and Meeth, 1978) . A wide number of procedures are available although the first impulse is to collect survey data. The services of an external consultant may be beneficial in the early stages to objectively observe and comment on program aspects from a point of view broader than the single campus. J.S. Stevens and L.N. Aleamoni (1984) University of Arizona, recently published results of a 10 year study of the effectiveness of a system of student evaluation with consultation support. Data from the student evaluation instrument and records for workshop attendance and participation in individual consulting were utilized to examine long-tenn effects of this faculty development program activity. More studies of this nature need to be done in spite of methodological difficulties. Only with persuasive data to document program impact will faculty development programs be spared in the continuing rounds of budget cuts. To Improve the Academy
APPENDIXB Characteristics of Instructional Improvement
Instructions: YC4X task is to rank the items below as most essential (1) to least essential (1 0) prerequisites to instrudional improvement In yotl' opinion. h may be helpful if you proceed by ranking 1 (most) then 10 (least), 2 (second-most) then 9 (second-least), etc.
After each of you have completed the ranking, you wll be asked to rejoin the group and cisaJss the items below until we arrive at a consensus about the relative essentiality of the 1 0 items.
Ranking 
